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This volume is a watershed in the field of reading. That we have reached the point in our
history when an entire handbook could be devoted to the topic of reading comprehen-
sion is gratifying, especially for those (many of whom are authors in the volume) who
have worked across the last 40 years to ensure that reading comprehension has a home
in the field’s portfolio of theory, research, curriculum, and assessment. Lest we dwell
t0o long in celebratory mode, we would do well to remind ourselves that it has not been
easy to secure a foothold for reading comprehension in these conversations about read-
ing, especially around the question of early reading pedagogy. As | will document in this
chapter, it was not until the 1980s that it really started to take hold especially as a fact
of everyday classroom instruction informed by theory and research. And then suddenly,
Cafter 15 years of prominence in conversations of theory, research, and practice—and
for 4 host of reasons, many having to do with curricular politics (Pearson, 2004, 2007),
reading comprehension was placed on a back burner from the mid-1990s to the mid-
2000s. It is time it returned to a central role in discussions of reading pedagogy. To
assure its return, we will have to give it our rapt and collective attention.
Reading comprehension, both its instruction and its assessment, is arguably the most
important outcome of reform movements designed to improve reading curriculum and
instruction—or at least it ought to be. The trends over the past 5 or 6 years are encour-
aging (e.g., this volume; Snow, 2003). The emphasis on comprehension has been rein-
forced by attention to the plight of older readers, for whom comprehension is the both
the central goal and barrier {Biancarosa & Snow, 2006). The time is right to undercake
. @ new initiative in the area of reading comprehension, and this volume marks our pro-
fessional commitment to do so. By taking stock of our past and present, we pave the
way for future lines of inquiry, curriculum, and professional development to make sure
we will all keep comprehension in clear professional focus.
The process of text comprehension has always provoked exasperated but nonetheless
~ enthusiastic inquiry within the research community. Comprehension, or “understand-
ing”, by its very nature, is a phenomenon that can only be observed iudirectly (Pearson
& Johnson, 1978; Johuston, 1984). We talk about the “click™ of comprehension that
propels a reader through a text, yet we never see it directly, We can only rely on indirvect
symptoms and artifacts of its occurrence. People tell us that they understood, or were
puzzled by, or enjoyed, or were upset by a text. Or, more commonly, we quiz them
on “the text” in some way—requiring them to recall its gist or its major details, ask-
ing specific questions about its content and purpose, or insisting on an inteepretation

I*M'any of the concepss in this chapter first appeared in other works, such as Pearson and Stephens (1993),
Pearson (2000}, or Pearson {2004).
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and critique of its message. All of these rasks, however chailenging or engaging they
might be, are little more than the residuc of the comprehension process irself. Like it
or not, it is precisely this residue that scholars of comprehension and comprehension
assessment must work with in order to improve our understanding of the construct.
The transparency of the act of comprehension is not much better for instruction than
assessment. We tatk about activities that foster reading comprehension and those that
allow students to monitor their comprehension (Palincsar & Brown, 1984), we teach
skills and strategies explicitly {Afflerbach, Pearson, & Paris, 2008), and we engage in
rich talk about text (Nystrand, Gamoran, Kachur, & Prendergast, 1997; Nystrand, Wu,
Gamoran, Zeiser, & Long, 2003), but we are sefdom privy to the “ahal” that occurs
when there js a “meeting of the minds™ between author and reader {King, 2000).

Most of this chapter is history—a history that attempts to weave together threads
from research, theory, and curricular practice for the expressed purpose of understand-
ing what we do inside schools and classrooms to support and promote reading com-
prehension, But in an introductory chapter, alt I can do is to highlight themes, trends,
and insights with the broadest of brush strokes. The real history, enlivened by all of
the excruciating detail of research studies and deep analyses of theory, comes in the
remainder of the volume, In the pages that follow, L try to provide a systematic unpack-
ing of those themes, trends, and insights. My goal is to provide sufficient detail to bring
you to the brink of the current era, roughly, the latest turn of the century, as a way of
providing a baseline for what comes in the rest of the volume. | have divided the world
of reading comprehension instruction into three periods with decidedly and admittedly
e ane observation T am sure of is that any divisions made in

overlapping boundaries; th
the historicat timeline are doomed to misrepresentation. Ideas and practices come with

ancestors and precedents, event when they appear to emerge suddenly, and they persist
long after their theoretical and research foundations appear to have been overturned,
But some rough divisions are helpful, even if they obscure some of the rruth. The first
period tracks the evolution of reading comprehension instruction before the beginning
of the revolution in cognitive psychology that led to a paradigm shift in how we think
about comprehension and its instruction—roughly the first 75 years of the 20th century.
The second period is a short 15 years, from 1975 to the early 1990s; it examines the
theoretical and research bases of the instructional activities and routines spawned by
the cognitive revolution. The last period is even shorter, from the early 1990s, but with
strong roots in the 1980s and even the 1970s, to the end of the century, spilling over
into the early years of the 21st century.

READING COMPREHENSION INSTRUCTION BEFORE 1975

Reading comprehension has been a part of classrooms as feng as there have been schoals,
texts, students who desire (or are required) to read them, and teachers wanting to both
promote and assess their understanding. Throughout the history of reading instruc-
tion, every assignment given by a teacher, every book report or chapter summary, and
every conversation about a book, story, article, or chapter has provided an opportu-
nity promoting comprehension. However, 1t was not until well into the 20th century
that comprehension arrived as a modal index of reading competence and performance.
There are two plausible explanations for the relatively fate arrival of comprehension as
an indicator of reading accomplishment. First, the default indicator of reading prowess
in the 17th tol9th centuries was definitely oral capacity, indexed either by accuracy or
by expressive fluency, in the tradition of declamation and oratory (sce Smith & Miller,
1966, or Mathews, 1966, for accounts of this emphasis). Second, within ecclesiastical
circles, comprehension, at least in the sense of personal understanding, was not truly
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valued: if it mattered. it mattered |4 roc :
(:L[, if it mattcud,.;t n‘mttucd largely as a stepping stone to the more vatued com-
modity of text memorization. ' -

il,zfsffffi“f}‘ii{}'ok\ [[.H.S?(.iﬁ C!‘(I‘S‘S?‘(?{)H?S _'I o get a handle on how reading comprehension
, aught™ in classrooms in the early half of the 20th century, one can examine whe
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suggciﬁtcd Vf)cabuiary andd comprehension probes to use in i.tltl'{')(ll—lci;lg and disc ?']t.?
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lest standgrdized teses, the Gray Oral Reading Test (Thorndike, 1914) .tc} rh(e) r ]‘L ‘L'd'l :
the 1920s. The Gray-Elson collaboration resulted in the ( Zm'f'icz,xffm;z Fo;mdar-io z( ):'EL'I' li]
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Testing as a catalyst for comprebension  The scientific movement and the changine
den-pgmpluc patterns of schooling in the United States conspired, albeit inadv ‘ftl‘b;'];é
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;vl;:: ;z;s;zf(ﬁi :?:ZZL \;h:hm;() _hﬂaiima_rks to w.hici‘T f:duca{ic)na[ “science” aspired. Thus,
e bsy cfﬁci ,‘njm tl f t-xij.l zx‘wwﬁ?und scientific lenses were put to work creating
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the e eff rcsu,kb;:}da ?ﬂj}i?g]ishtgfd‘;;mlt;ple’—ci;mc;, standardized tests would be
the mevitable result. A > wete curricular forces campaigning for a shif
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and oo ‘;;‘thout mic m.%, compr;e Flcﬂ{;l()ﬂ (Qnd rate} could be tested in group settings
o ored without e L(?L}lSjC to p;p Lfssmnal judgment; enly stop watches and multiple

questions were needed. In modern parlance, we would say that they moved from
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While we cannot be sure where the skills came from, for either instruction or assess-
ment, it is clear that both domains were using the same infrastructure of tasks; clearly,
what happened in either domain influenced the other. These tasks/labels—hnding
main ideas, noting important details, determining sequence of events, cause-effect
relations, comparing and contrasting, and drawing conclusions—are noteworthy for
their persistence for they are all a part of current curricula and assessments in the early
part of the 2ist century.

An importaat related construct was the notion of a scope and sequence of skills, a
linear outline of skills that if taught propesrly ought to lead to skilled reading, While
skills have always been a part of reading instruction (witness all the bits and picces of
letrer sounds and syllables in the alphabetic approach), the skill as a fandamental unit of
curriculum and the scope and sequence chart as a way of organizing skills that extend
across the elementary grades are 20eh-century phenomena

The basal experience with skills led quire directly to two additional curriculum
mainstays—the teachers manual and the workbook.* Throughout the 19th century and
at least up through the first three decades of the 20th century, basal prograns consisted
almost entirely of a set of student books. Teachers relied on experience, or perhaps nor-
mal school education, to supply the pedagogy used to teach lessons with the materials.
QOccasionally, for students who had progressed beyond the primer to one of the more
advanced readers, questions were provided to test understanding of the storics in the
readers. In the carly 1900s, publishers of basals began to include supplementary teach-
ing suggestions, typically a separate section at the front or back of each book with a
page or two of suggestions to accompany cach selection. In one common practice of the
period, publishers provided a model lesson plan for two or three stories; for later stories,
they referred the teacher back to one of the models with the suggestion that they adapt
it for the new story. By the 1930s, the teachers’ manuals had expanded to several pages
per selection.® The other significant development in the 1930s was the workbook, often
marketed with titles like My Think and Do Book or Work Play Books.”

Both of these developments were symptomatic of the expansion of scope and sequence
efforts: the more skills included, the more complicated the instructional routines and
the greater the need for explicit directives to teachers and opportunities for students
to practice the skills. From the 1930s until at least the 1980s, this approach to skills
development increased in intensity and scope. It was gradually extended beyond pho-
nics to include comprehension, vocabulary, and study skills.® As I indicated earlier, the
comprehension skills that made their way into basal workbooks and scope and sequence
charts were virtually identical to those used to create comprehension tests. The trend
toward heftier and more complex manuals and workbooks for teachers has continued
virtually unchecked since it began in the 1930s until roday, when the manual for each
grade consists of a small library rather than a single book.

Theory and professional thinking were not divorced from this expansion of the
skills in basals and on tests. The practice in each suceeeding generation is mirrored
by research-based accounts of reading curricula in influential yearbooks published by
the National Society for Studies in Educarion; in this series, reading research and cur-
riculum is synrhesized every decade or so. So, for example, in the 24th Yearbook of the
Society (19235), William S. Gray’s chapter on objectives for teaching reading included
both simple and complex “interpretation habits.” Among the simple were:

e (Concentrating aceention on the content
e Associating meanings with symbols

s Anticipating the sequence of ideas

® Associating ideas together accurarely

e Recalling related experiences

I'he Roots of Reading Comprebension Instruction 9

> Recognizing the tmportant elements of meaning
¢ Deriving meanings from the context and from pictures (CGray, 1925, p. 14)

Among the more complex were these:

o Analyzing or selecting meanings;
° To select important points and supporting details
e To find answers to questions ...
° Associating and organizing meanings; for example,
¢ To grasp the author’s organization
¢ To associate what is read with previous experience
e fo prepare an organization of what has been read
e Evaluating meanings; for example,.
¢ To appraise the value or significance of statements
e To compare facts read with items of information from other sources
¢ To weigh evidence presented
e To interpret critically
e Retatning meanings; for example,
o To reproduce for others S
e 1o use in specific ways (Gray, 1925, pp. 14-15)

Darrell (1949}, writing the first chapter devoted exclusively %‘0'Co‘mprehcnsio11 inany
NSSE Yearbook (by that time 10 yearbooks had been partially or ekciusivefy devoted
to reading) provided a perspective that focused on skifls bue acknowledged that reader
knowledge, mortivation, and attention would exert strong influences on comprehen-
sion. He outlined the following general characteristics of a skills program in reading
comprehension: )

* Selection of essential skills to be observed and taught

¢ Analysis of difficulties of those skills '

e Intensive teaching of those skills through graded exercises in suitable material

¢ A motivation program which shows the child the importance of those skills and
~enables him to sce his progress in them. {(Durrell, 1949, p. 200)

Durrell never outlined the specific skills with the detail and precision provided in the
1920s by Gray, but it is clear that an approach that decomposed comprehension into
@ set of teachable skills was assumed in his gencral approach. As close as he comes to
defining skills (pp. 200-202) is in discussing the difficulties in text at the word {vocabu-
lary and word meaning), seatence (overcoming the barriers of complex syntax by care-
lfui analysis), and paragraph and passage (discovering the often implicit organization of
ldeas)l levels that teachers must attend 1o in diagnosing and remediating students’ prob-
?ems m comprehension. He also pointed to the importance of a solid program in decod-
ing and fluency as a firm basis for comprehending, implying, of course, that he believed

at least in part, in the simple view of reacding-—that dc-codin.g words to an auditory codc:
would enable oral language competence to enact text comprehension {i.c., that reading
comprehension is the product of decoding and listening comprehension).

McKee (1949) in the chapter on reading in grades 4--8 for the same 48th Yearbook
also mentioned “comprehension” fostering activities, although he used the word comj
prehension only once in his 20-page chapter, In discussing what students needed to
becon}e independent readers who could cope with difficulty on their own, he mentioned
ii?ii:}t?ijg{t% zf::z:: ;mél.ninhgs. (i‘l‘xlclluciiﬁg I}avi\gating multipie 111&31_1?;15:5}, using context

4 8, agurative language, using syntax to relate ideas to one another
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in a sentence, linking ideas across sentences, and distinguishing emotive from informa-
tive expressions (p. 135}, He also acknowledged—and this is the first mention of it |
can find in any of the NSSE volumes up until that time—the role of text discussion as
contributing to understanding; interestingly, he pled for open rather than closed con-
versations about text:

The discussion which follows the reading of a given sclection should be, not a guiz-
zing activity in which the reacher tests the pupil’s retention of what has been read,
but rather an informal conversation in which pupils make comments and raise que-
ries about the selection, just as an individual and his friends discuss a book they
have read or a movie they have seen.

In 1968, just on the cusp of the cognitive revolution in psychology that would spawn
a paradigm shift in our views of comprehension, the NSSE Yearbook on reading would
have a different character. What is most striking in the chapter most clearly related to
comprehension (Clymer, 1968) is how much the development of theory over the 19505
and 1960s had altered the views of comprehension presented. Clymer cited the empiri-
cal theories of scholars such as Holmes (sub-strata factor theory), the emerging cogni-
tive work in Project Literacy atr Cornell, and the instructional framework of Barrett to
ponder the question, What is reading? In privileging the emerging work of Barrett, he
placed comprehension at the center of the answer to that question. He also provided
some indirect evidence that Gray was moving toward a more comprehension-centric
view of reading processes,

The centerpiece of Clymer’s chapter is Barrett’s taxonomy, which is loosely coupled
to Bloom’s (1956) Taxonomy of Educational Objectives. Essentially, he borrowed lib-
erally, whenever there was a comfortable fit, from Bloom’s constructs of knowledge,
comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and evaluation, as well as from the
key descriptors Bloom used to “enact” those basic constructs—words Hke recall, ree-
ognize, infer, and summarize. Perhaps even more important, he used the taxonomic
frame established by Bloom to unpack his infrastructure for reading comprehension.
According to Clymer, “The type of comprehension demanded and the difficulty of the
task is a product of (a) the selection, {b) the questions, and (c) the reader’s background”
{p. 19). Barrett then embedded some familiar terms into his taxonomy—popular stan-
dards such as main idea, scquence, comparison, cause-effect relationships, and charac-
ter traits. While he did not choose a tabular format for presenting, three of the major
categories certainly invite a matrix presentation, as depicred in Table 1.2,

His other categories—Reorganization, Judgment, Evaluation, and Appreciation—
are idiosyneratic in nature. But Barrett’s taxonomy and Clymer’s treatment of it and
other conceptions of reading are notable not so much for their particular content as for

Table 1.2 A Tabular Account of a Part of Barretts Taxonomy

Literal Comprebensicn

Recognition Recall Inferential
Comprehension
Main Ideas 3 N J
Supporting Details y 4 N
Sequence Y Y N

-
-

Comparison V¥

-t
-

Cause Effect v

-
-

Character Traits Y
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serving as harbingers of things to comce a half decade later with the onset of the cogni-
¢ive revolution and a major paradigm shift in comprehension,

A portend of things to come: psycholinguistics  Beginning in the late 193505, and
marked most vividly by the publication of Chomsky’s groundbreaking work in lin-
guistics (1957) and critique of behaviorist views of language, psycholinguistics had tre-
mendous appeal for three reasons. Pare of its appeal stemmed from the feeling thac it
would constitute a paradigm shift. Based upon studies like that of Gough (1965}, there
was a genuine feeling that behavioristic views of language development and process-
ing would have to be supplanted with views that were both nativistic (people are barn
with a genetic capability to learn fanguage) and cognitive {something really does go on
" inside that black box) in orientation. Furthermore, these research studies seemed to sug-
gest that the transformational generative grammar created by Chomsky (1957, 1963)
- might actually serve as a model of haman language processing. Thus, there was a ready-
. made theory waiting to be applied o reading comprehension. Psycholinguistics was also
appealing to educational scholars because it commanded academic respectability. There
was something appealing about standing on the shoulders of the new psychology, work-
ing within a paradigm for which there was a model that made fairly precise predictions
and thus had testable hypotheses. :

Hence it was that beginning in the late 1960s and extending into the mid-1970s,
considerable empirical and theoretical work was completed within the psycholinguistic
tradition. The influence of psycholinguistics on reading is nowhere beteer demonstrated
" than in the work of Kenneth Goodman (1965} and Frank Smith (1971). For both Good-
man and Smith, looking at reading from a psycholinguistic perspective meant looking
at reading in its natural state, as an application of a person’s geveral cognitive and lin-
guistic competence. It seems odd even to mention their names in discussing the influence
of psycholinguistics on comprehension research because neither Goodman nor Smith
distinguishes between reading and reading comprehension. Their failure to make the
distinction is deliberate, for they would argue that reading is comprehending (or that
reading without comprehending is not reading). A distinction between word identifica-
tion and comprehension would seem arbitrary to them. For others, the influence of the
psycholinguistic tradition {particularly the use of transformational-generative grammar
as a psychological model) on views of reading comprehension was quite direct. The
work of Bormuth (1966), Bormuth, Manning, Carr, and Pearson (1971), Fagan (1971),
and Pearson (1974-75) reveals a rather direct use of psycholinguistic notions in seudy-
ing reading comprehension. Such was the scene in the early seventics. The conventional
modes of research, while still strong, were being challenged by a new interloper from
the world of linguistic research—psycholinguistics.

Several points about the teaching and learning of reading comprehension during the 75
years of the century seesn warranted from this perspectives presented thus far:

1. Whatever theorizing about reading comprehension might have been done by a few
early scholars and by psycholinguistics very late in the period, the bulk of the writ-
ing and activity focus on comprehension focus comprehension skills as a way of
organizing curriculum {what gerts raught) and assessment (what gets tested).

- Most scholars thought that comprehension skill resulted from practicing separa-
ble skills within a bhalanced scope and sequence. The most comman criterion for
sequencing comprehension skill was from literal to inferential to some beyond the
text activity, such as creative, aesthetic, or critical,

- Corriculum and assessment were tightly bound together, so much so that they pres-
ent a classic chicken and egg problem.
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4. Notably absent in discussions of curricutum was any advice about pedagogy sup-
porting the development of these skills.?

. The role of discussion and questions about text were not well-represented in the
professional literature on comprehension, but questions and talk about text were
ubiguitous in the materials throughout this period, Thus an implicit theory, evident
in practice is that the ability to answer questions was considered to be the most
basic picce of evidence that students could comprehend, and asking them to practice
answering lots of questions was thought by many to be the best path to surturing
comprchension

6. tmplicit in much of the presentation of comprehension (save Huey’s account) was an

assumption that the stmple view of reading (RC = Dec * 1LO) is accurate, so thart if
we can get those lower order skills in place and provide students with lots of appor-
tunity to practice skills in texr discussions and workbooks, reading comprehension
will take care of itself,

W

READING COMPREHENSION INSTRUCTION AFTER
THE COGNITIVE REVOLUTION: 19751990

The cognitive turn in psychology

fn comparison to what happened in the space of § years from roughly 1975 to 1980,
the sum rotal of developments in the frst 75 vears of the 20th century pale. Rooted, as
suggested, in the Chomskian revolution in linguistics {Chomsky, 1957, 1959, 1965) and
experiencing a trial run in the young field of psycholingustics in the late 1960s, the cog-
nitive perspective allowed psychologists to re-embrace' and extend constructs such as
human purpose, intention, and motivation to a greater range of psychological phenom-
ena, including perception, attention, comprehension, learning, memory, and executive
control or “metacognition” of all cognitive process, All of these would have important
consequences in reading pedagogy.

The most notable change within psychology was that it became fashionable for psy-
chologists, for the first time since the carly part of the century, to study complex phe-
nomena such as langnage and reading.!t And in the decade of the 1970s, works by
psychologists flooded the fiterature on basic processes in reading. One group focused on
characteristics of the text and a second on the nature of the knowledge students bought
to the reading task. Those who privileged text comprehension tried to explain how
readers come to understand the underlying structure of texts. They offered story gram-
mars—struceural accounts of the nature of narratives, complete with predictions about
how those structures impede and enhance story understanding and memory (Rumel-
hart, 1977; Stein & Glenn, 1977). Others chose to focus on the expository tradition in
text {e.g., Kintsch, 1974; Meyer, 1975). Like their colleagues interested in story com-
prehension, they believed that structural accounts of the nature of expository (informa-
tional) texts would provide valid and useful models for human text comprehension. And
in a sense, both of these efforts worked. Story grammars did provide explanations for
story comprehension. Analyses of the seructural relations among ideas in an informa-
tional piece also provided explanations for expository text comprehension {sec Pearson
& Camparell, 1981). But neither text-analysis tradition really tackled the relationship
between the knowledge of the world that readers bring to text and comprehension of
those texts. In other words, by tocusing on structural racher than the ideational, or
content, characteristics of texts, they failed to get to the heart of comprehension. That
task, as it turned out, fell to one of the most popular and influential movements of the
1970s, schema theory.
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The emergence of schema theory The most prevalent metaphor to emerge from this
revolutionary period was the “reader as builder™—an active meaning constructor (Ander-
son, 1977; Collins, Brown, & Larkin, 1980}, an aggressive processor of language and
information who filters the raw materials of reading (the clues left by the author on the
printed page} through her vast reservoir of knowledge to continuousty revise a dynamic,
ever-emerging model of text meaning. The reader assumed greater importance in the
period, and the text assumed less: the builder became more important than the materials
used to do the building. This is not to say that text was neither appreciated nor studied

. during this period; what occurred is better characterized as a shift in emphasis from the

dominance of text variables in the reading models leading into 1970s,

Schema theory {see Anderson & Pearson, 1984; Rumelhart, 1981) is not a theory of
reading comprehension bur rather a theory about the structure of human knowledge
as it is represented in memory. In our memory, schemata are like little containers into
which we deposit the particular. traces of particular experiences as well as the “ideas”
that derive from those experiences. So, if we see a chair, we store that visual expericnce
in-our “chair schema.” If we go to a restaurant, we store that experience in our “restau-
rant schema,” if we attend a party, our “party schema,” and so on.

Even so, schema theory was readily appropriated to provide a credible account of
reading comprehension, which probably, more than any of its other features, accounted
for its popularity within the reading field in the 1970s and 1980s. Schetha theory struck
a sympathetic note with researchers as well as practitioners.ilt. provided a rich and
detailed theoretical account of the everyday intuition that we understand and learn
what is new in terms of what we already know. It also accounted for the everyday
phenomenon of disagreements in interpreting stories, movies, and news events—e
disagree with one another because we approach the phenomenon with very different
background experiences and knowledge. Anderson (1984) provided us with the most
elaborate account of the uses that we, as readers, can make of schemata:

a. Schemata provide ideational scaffolding for assimilating text information. Sche-
nata have slots that readers expect to be filled with information in a text. Informa-
tion that fills those slots is easily learned and remembered.

b. Schemata facilitate the selective allocation of attention. Put simply, schemata guide
our search for what is important in a text, allowing us to separate the wheat from
the chaff. .

¢. Schemata enable inferential elaboration. No text is ever fully explicit. Schemata
allow us to make educated guesses about how certain slots must have been filled.

d. Schemata allow for orderly searches of memory. For example, suppose a person is
asked to remember what he did at a recent cocktail party. He can use his cocktail
party schema, a specification of what usually happens at cocktail parties, to recall
what he ate, what he drank, who he talked to, and so on.

¢. Schemata facilitate editing and summarizing. By definition, any schema possesses
its own criteria of what is important. These can be used to create summaries of text
that focus on important information, .

f. Schemata permit inferential reconstruction. If readers have a gap in their memory,
they can use a schema, in conjunction with the information recalled, to generate
hypotheses about missing information. If they can recall, for example, that the
entree was beef, they can infer that the beverage was likely to have been red wine.

So powerful was the influence of prior knowledge on comprehension that Johnston
and Pearson (1982; sce also, Johnston, 1984) found that prior knowledge of ropic was
a better predictor of comprehension than either an intelligence test score or a reading
achievement test score.
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Reader

Context
Comprehension

Figure 1.1 Comprehension occuars at the intersection of reader, text, and context.

With respect to reading comprehension, schema theory did not ignore text. Instead,
it enconraged educators to examine texts from the perspective of the knowledge and
cultural backgrounds of students in order to evaluate the likely connections that they
would be able to make berween ideas inseribed™ in the text and the schema that they
would bring to the reading task. Schema theory also promoted a constructivist view of
comprehension; all readers, at every moment in the reading process, construct the most
coherent model of meaning for the texts they read.™ Perhaps the most important legacy
of this constructivist perspective was that it introduced ambiguity about the question
of where meaning resides. Does it reside in the text? In the author’s mind as she sets
pen to paper? In the mind of each reader as she builds a model of meaning unique to
her experience and reading? In the interaction between reader and texe? Schema theory
raised, but did not settle these questions. But it did privilege the interaction metaphor
in suggesting that comprehension occurs at the intersection of reader, text, and context
{see Figure 1.1},

Metacognition  Nearly as popular as the builder was the metaphor of the “fixer”—the
problem solver who can repair virtually any comprehension failure with her toolbox of
strategies." Most commonly referred to as the strategic reader (Paris, Lipson, & Wix-
son, 1983), she is a paragon of adaptability and flexibility. She immediately sizes up the
potential influence of relevant factors in the reading environment {particular attributes
of the text, the situation, which can be construed to include other learners, and the self)
and then selects, from among a healthy repertoire of strategies that enable and repair
comprehension, exactly that strategy or set of serategies that will maximize comprehen-
sion of the text at hand.

Semetime during the late 1970s, this new interloper burst onto the research stage,
bearing the cumbersome but intellectually appealing label of metacognition. It seemed a
logical extension of the rapidly developing work on both schema theory and text analy-
sis. These latter two traditions emphasized declarative knowledge, knowing thar X or
Y or Z is true, but were scant on specifying procedural knowledge, knowing how to
engage a strategy for comprehension or memory. This is precisely the kind of knowledge
that metacognitive research has emphasized. The key phrases associated with meracog-
nition reveal its emphasis: awareness, monitoring, control, and evaluation. Two parallel
strands of research dominated the early work in metacognition. The first, metamemory
rescarch, is most typically associated with Flavell and his associates at Stanford. They
discovered that along with the capacity to remember more information, human beings
develop racit and explicit strategies for remembering. The second line of research, meta-
comprehension, was more typically associated with Brown and Campione and their col-
leagues at llinots, and with Paris at Michigan. It emphasized the strategies chat readers
use on-line in monitoring, evaluating and repairing their comprehension of written text
(see Paris, Lipson, & Wixson, 1983; also Baker & Beall, chapter 17, this volurme).
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The metacognitive turn helped us understand that reading involves many different
kinds of knowledge (Paris, Lipson, & Wixson, 1983). Firse, declarative knowledge,
knowing that, includes our knowledge of the world at farge and our knowledge of the
wortld of text (prototypical structures and authorial devices). Procedural knowledge,
knowing how, includes all of the strategies we use to become aware of, monitor, evaluate,
and repair our comprehension. To these more transparent sources of knowledge, Paris,
Lipson, and Wixson (1983; also Paris & Hamilton, chapter 2, this volume) argued con-
vincingly that we should add conditional knowledge, knowing when and why we would
call up a particular serategy (in preference to others) to aid our comprehension. The real
contribution was helping us understand that we cannot characterize comprehension or
comprehension instruction without including all of these kinds of knowledge.

From process to pedagogy: the impact of cognitive
research on veading comprebension instruction

Research on reading comprehension instruction in the 15 years following the onset of the
revolution tended to fall into one of two categories (see Pearson & Gallagher, 1983)—
descriptions and interventions. Some studies attempted to describe what is going on in
the name of reading comprehension, either in our schools or our textbooks. Other studies
attempted to ery out different ways of teaching or allowing students to practice reading
comprehension strategies or activities. They represent what we might call pedagogical
experiments; their goal was (and is) to evaluate competing practices over relatively short
but intensive treatment pertods (1-10 weeks). A few, very few, of these experiments had
more of a program evaluation flavor and examined a practice or set of practices embed-
ded into a larger curriculum and usually for a longer period of time.

Descriptions  The descriptions in this period raught us more about what is_not being
done than what is. The landmark study in the period was Durkin’s {1978-79} documen-
tation of the paucity of instruction inside classrooms and a follow-up (1981) examina-
tion of the comprehension instruction pedagogy recommended in teacher manuals. In
short, she found very little direct instruction of comprehension in intermediate grade
classrooms {1978--79) or suggested in teacher manuals (1981). Instead of offering stu-
dents advice about how to employ reading skills, teachers and manuals tend to assess
comprehension by asking or suggesting many questions about rhe selections students
read and by providing enormous quantities of practice materials in the form of work-
sheets and workbooks. Sometimes, teachers or manuals “mention,” or say just enough
about the skill so that students understand the formal reguirements of the task. Rarely
do teachers or manuals require application of the skill to reading real texts. Even more
rarely do they discuss the kind of conditional knowledge suggested by Paris, eral. {1983).
Durkin (1981} found that reachers rarely use that scction of the teachers” manual sug-
gesting background knowledge activigies but rarely skip the story questions or skillsheet
activities,

- Beck and her colleagues at Pittsburgh (Beck, McKeown, McCastin, & Burkes, 1979)
have found several features of commercial reading programs that may adversely affect
comprehension. Among them are the use of indirect language (using high frequency
words such as “this” or “him” instead of lower frequency but more image-evoking
words like garbage can or Mr. Gonzalez), elaborate but misleading pictures, inappropri-
ate story divisions, misleading prior knowledge and vocabulary instruction, and gues-
tions that focus on unimportant aspects of the stories students read,

Other descriptive studies of the era concentrated more on pupil texts than on teacher
manuals or classroom instruction. For example, Davison and Kantor (1982) studied the
kinds of adaptations publishers make when they rewrite an adult article for students
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in order to meet readability guidelines. They found a number of examples of practices
that may actually make passages harder rather than easier ro understand: (a) reducing
sentence feagth by destroying interclausally explicit connectives, (b) selecting simpler
but less descriptive vocabulary, (¢} altering the flow of topic and comment relations in
paragraphs, and (d) eliminating qualifying statements that specify the conditions under
which generalizations are thought to hold. Anderson and Armbruster (Armbruster &
Anderson, 1981, 1982, 1984; Anderson, Armbruster, & Kantor, 1980) examined a
number of dimensions of student text material in social studies and science that may
cause unintentional difficulty. Among their observations are that content area texts
often (a} fail to structure the information within a predictable and recurrent frame {like
a schema for text}, (b) use subheadings that do not reveal the macrostructure of the
topic, {¢) avoid using visual displays of information, particularly to summarize informa-
tion presented textually, (d) use obscure pronoun references, and (¢) fail to use obvious
connectives, such as because, since, before, after, ctc., when they clearly fit. To make
the picture even drearier, Bruce (1984) compared basal stories to those found in trade
books and concluded that basal stories avoid features commonly found in stories, such
as inside view, internal conflict, and embedded narratorship. An apt summary of the
descriptive research of this period is pretty dismal: texts with counterproductive fea-
tures, teacher manuals with scant, misleading, or unhelpful suggestions, teachers who
do not teach comprehension skills and strategies in any explicit way.,

Experiments  The experimental work was more encouraging (see Pearson & Fielding,
19915 or Tierney & Cunningham, 1991 for elaborate summaries of this work), More
comprehension instruction research was conducted between 1980 and 1990 than in all
of the previous history of reading research. Examined in the broadest strokes, this body
of work was strongly supportive of instructional applications of schema theory and the
new work on metacognitive development.

1. Whether it comes packaged as a set of questions, a text summary, a story line, or a
visual display of key ideas, students of all ages and abilities benefit from conscious
attempts by teachers to focus attention either on the structure of the text to be read
or the structure of the knowledge domain to which the text is related (see Pearson
& Camparell, 1981).

2. Students’ disposition to draw inferences or make predictions improves when they
and their teachers make a conscious effort to draw relationships between text con-
tent and background knowledge. (Hansen, 1981; Hansen & Pearson, 1983).

3. When stadents learn how to monitor their reading to make sure it makes sense to
them, their comprehension skill improves {Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Paris, Cross,
& Lipson, 1984). This third generalization is predictable from the first two because
the only criterion readers can use to evaluate the “sense” of the model of meaning
they arc building is their own knowledge.

4. When strategies are taught in explicit, transparent ways, students can learn to apply
them in ways that improve both their comprehension of the texts in which they are
embedded and texts they have yet to encounter

Taken together, these general findings supported instruction that is based upon the
driving metaphors of the new comprehension paradigm—the reader as builder and the
reader as fixer; these findings are support a “generative” view of comprehension and
learning (Wittrock, 1992), a view that in which comprehension is facilitated by the
transformation of ideas from one form into another. It may be in this transformation
process that what began as the author’s ideas become the reader’s ideas (Pearson &
Fielding, 1991).
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Figrire 1.2 Updated gradual refease of responsibility model.

Another outcome of these early pedagogical experiments was the evolution of an
instructional model that has persisted from the early 1980s. The model, which defines
the dynamic role of the teacher as instruction ensues, was implicit in virtually all of the
rescarch evaluating the explicit teaching of strategies, but was first made explicit by
Pearson and Gallagher (1983} as a tool for explaining commonalities across a range
of rescarch efforts from the late 1970s and early 1980s. Dubbed the gradual release of
responsibility model, the idea is that as teachers move from the teacher roles of model-
ing and direct instruction to scaffolding and guided practice and onto facilitacion and
patticipation, they release more and more responsibility to students for completing key
tdsks. An updated version reprinted here (Figure 1.2) is an adaptation of the original
Pearson and Gallagher graphic from Duke and Pearson (2002).

FROM REVOLUTION TO RECONTEXTUALIZATION

- AND REVISIONISM: THE 19908

‘The impact of schema theory and metacognition on pedagogy continued into at least

the middle 1990s. But it did begin to lose its hold as the dominant theory of compre-

‘henision processing. It was not as though schema theory died, but it is probably best
~to regard the decade from of the 1990s as the era in which reading, inclading schema
- theory, was recontextualized as a process that is intimately related to its sibling linguis-

tic processes of writing, listening, and speaking and to the social and cultural contexts

“underlying.'® In fact, it became increasingly common for scholars to refer to literacy

research rather than either reading or writing research. A telling example of this change
in perspective occurred in the latter pare of the decade when the National Reading Con-

~ference changed the name of its journal from the Journal of Reading Bebavior vo JRB:
- Ajournal of literacy.” Conferences and edited volumes of the period also revealed these
trends toward contextualizing reading. We moved from conferences abour reading or

writing to conferences about the dynamics of language learning, the contexts of school-
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based literacy, and multidisciplinary perspectives on literacy research. In the cighties we
were arguing for integration; in the 1990s, we were assuming, it

Advances in vesearch on comprebension processes

Cognitive shifts 1f schema theory {see Anderson & Pearson, 1984), with its twin
emphases on the importance of knowledge in determining comprehension and the
central role of inference in helping to build complete models of text meaning was the
conventional wisdom leading us into this post-paradigm shift period, beginning in the
mid-1980s, then the rest of the decade, and indeed most of the following decade, is best
viewed as a series of attempts 1o account for weaknesses ateribueed to schema-theoretic
accounts of reading comprehension. In fact, the theme of this period mighe be labeled,
moving beyond schema theory.

The more general notion of building mental models (sece McNamara, Miller, &
Bransford, 1991 for a summary of this work has characterized basic research on com-
prehiension processes completed by the cognitive science community in the latter part of
the decade. Mental models, which appear to be more spatial, episodic, and almost cin-
ematic in character, as least when compared to abstract, semantically-based schemata,
provide readers with alternatives to propositional and schema models for representing
emerging models of text meaning. The purported advantage (Johnson-Laird, 1983) of
mental modets over schema models is that they can handle both heavily scripted events
like going to a restaurant or a movie, which schema models also handle quite well, and
unique, unscripted activities, which schema models can accommodate only with great
strain. The comprehension research evaluating the efficacy of mental models (see McNa-
mara et al., 1991) suggests that they are quite useful in accounting for the dynamic
course of comprehension during reading. For example, the mental models approach is
quite sensitive o subtle shifts in comprehension focus (e.g., when a reader shifts from an
hypothesis that character A rather than character B is the likely candidate for protago-
nist). This work on mental models reached its zenith in the middle 1990s in the work of
Kintsch, fully summarized in his 1998 book on comprehension and featuring his highly
influential constructs of the text base and the situation model. The text base is a kargely
veridical map of the key ideas in the text that is hammered out with deliberate bottom-
up processes that involve decoding in a central way. The situadon model is akin o the
model of meaning put forward in the early 19803 by that ever evolving, always elusive
model buile at the intersection of prior knowledge and the text base and providing the
momentarily best account

Another ateempt to accommodate for problems with schema theory came from the
work of Spiro and his colleagues (Spiro, Vispoel, Schmitz, Smarapungavan, & Boorger,
1987). Operaring out of a Wittgensteinian perspective, Spiro argued that the schema
modet of comprehension so dominant in prior period runs the risk of seducing us into
oversimplified notions of comprehension and learning by implying thar schema have a
fixed, staric character. According to Spiro’s Cognitive Flexibility Theory, we need to
expand schema theory to account for the dynamic nature of comprehension and learn-
ing, especially in domains of knowledge that have an ill-structured character, where the
category distinctions are fuzzy and the operational rules have numerous exceptions. We
need to view the development of these fundamental cognitive processes from multiple
perspectives. It is not cnough to facilitate the understanding of a text, for example, by
helping readers adopt the most appropriate schema for understanding it. loseead, we
must encourage learners to approach the comprehension of a text and the learaning of
a new domain of knowledge by examining each from as many perspectives as possible.
Spiro is wary of the process of schema selection, or activation. Cousistent with his
preference for multiple perspectives, Spiro prefers to talk about gqssembling schemarta
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to fully comprehend a specific text, topic or situation rather than selecting a particular
schema to do the job.

Working simultaneously in a wide range of domains of knowledge, Spiro and his
colleagues were able to demonstrate the constricting, oversimplifying, and conceptu-
ally misteading effects of singular perspectives, including simplifying analogies, when
students try to understand or learn information in a complex, ili-structured domain of
inquiry. In arguing for multi-perspectival approaches to learning and comprehension,
Spiro takes a “case well-studied” approach. To that end, he uses the Wittgensteinian
metaphor of criss-crossing a landscape from many directions in order to achieve an
understanding and appreciation of it. For example, in examining the ways in which
medical students acquive (or fail to acquire) knowledge about the heart and what causes
heart attacks, Spire and his colicagues have found that students develop misconceptions
whenever they cling to a single concept, analogy, or model. in order to overcome mis-
conceptions, students must confront multiple models and analogies, even though they
may sometimes logically contradict one another. In learning about heart muscles, part
of the eruth is captured by the “crew analogy”—a bunch of rowers all pulling and relax-
ing in unison, while part of the truth is captured by the “curnbuckle” analogy-—tension
from within creates external stretching. And to counteract the unison and synchrony
implied by the crew analogy, a Roman galley ship analogy, with mosre emphasis on the
voluntary, and hence asynchronous {maybe even chaotic); actions of individnal oars,
must be provided. According to Spiro and his colleagues, it-is only when a single, com-
plex construct is informed by these multiple, sometimes contradictory, perspectives that
adeqguate comprehension and learning can oceur.

A third initiative, dubbed situated cognition, with strong roots in the Vygotskian
tradition of learning theory (see Gavalek & Bresnahan, chapter 7, this volume) emerged
from the work of Brown, Collins and Duguid (1989). They argued that our approaches
to purturing cognitive development are so abstract and divorced from the “authentic
activity™ that they are designed to nurture, that they cannot and do not promote ade-
auate comprehension of either a particular text or the more general topic exemplified by
a particular text. Even an inherently abstract domain such as mathematics has a specific
context of application and “practice.” In our zeal to develop context-free, transferable
concepts and skills, we have inadvertently and inappropriately focused upon the teach-
ing and learning of explicit but abseract rules and conceptual features. What we need,
they argued, is a “situated” view of cognition and epistemology. If cognition, includ-
ing comprehension and learning, is regarded as a situated phenomenon, then we will
accept and take advantage of che fact chat most events and concepts derive most of what
we regard as meaning from the contexts in which we encounter them. Meaning is as
much “indexical” {i,e., contextually bound)} as it is conceptual, Notice that while the
rationale for moving beyond schema theory is different from that proposed by Spiro
and his colleagues, the final recommendation for “tcaching” is quite similar: in order
to help learners develop useful models of meaning for rext or experience, teachers need
to design work that situates students in the specific rather than the abstract. In the end,
both of these positions argue, we are faced with the paradox that in order to learn what
is abstract, general, and context-free, we have to behave as though understanding phe-
nomena as they exist within their narural context is all that martered.

T]—?e social turn  Perhaps the most important development in this period was the
Increased prominence of a range of social perspectives on reading and learning more
gencral; they came with a range of hyphenated names, such as socio-cultural, social-
historical, and even soci-psycholinguistic. These scholars (e.g., Harste, Burke, & Wood-
ward, 1984) provided more socially oriented critiques, with constructs like the social
construction of reality imported from sociology. They also provided new research
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methodologies that emphasized the social and cultural and even political contexts of

reaching, learning, and understanding (sce Pearson & Stephens, 1993}, but that most
interesting and controversial topic is beyond the scope of this analysis. Suffice it to say
that the shift in methods used by doctoral students and presented at national confer-
ences in this era revealed a marked trend toward understanding understanding in its
highly contextualize, situated, and particular aspect.

The rediscovery of the Russian psychologist Vygotsky (1978) alluded to carlicr and
the Russian literary theorist Bakhtin (1981) provided even more ammunition for socially
based views of cognition, learning, and development. From Vygotsky (see Gavalek &
Besnahan, chapeer 17, this volume) reading researchers fixed their artention on the

social nature of learning and the key role that teachers and peers play in facilicating -

individual learning. Vygotsky’s “zone of proximal development,” that range defined by
the difference beeween the learning a child can accomplish on her own and whar she
can accomplish with the assistance of someone else (a teacher, a mentor, a parent, or a
knowledgeable peer), may be the most popular learning construct of the 1980s. From

Bakhtin’s dialogical perspective, scholars forged a preview of coming attractions in &
an intertextual view of

what is destined to hbecome a classic perspective of the future
reading comprehension and the basic premise that we understand each new “text”—be
it written, oral, or experiential—in relation to all the previous “texts™ we have experi-.
enced (see Hartman, 1995}, While some observers have questioned whether these more
socially driven views of cognition represent a substantial departure from schema theory,

they nonetheless shifted the attention of reading researchers from the individual and ¢he =

text to the situational context surrounding the act of reading.

But one cannot understand the changes in pedagogy that occurred in the late 1980s.
and early 1990s without understanding the impact of literary theory, particularly reader,
response theory, From literary theory came the reincarnation of Rosenblatt’s (1978)
Deweyian-inspired transactional view of the relationship between reader and writer.
and Bleich’s (1988) concept of the intersubjective negotiation of meaning; these con-
structs were eagerly and readily repositioned in pedagogical language and activity (e.g.,
Langer, 1990). In our'secondary schools, the various traditions of literary criticism have,
always had a voice in the carriculum, especially in guiding discussions of classic liter-:
ary works. Until the middle 1980s, the “New Criticism” (Richards, 1929) that began
its ascendancy in the depression era dominated the interpretation of text for several
decades. It had sent teachers and students on a search for the one “true” meaning in;
each text they encountered.'s With the emergence (some would argue the re-emergence)”
of reader response theories, all of which gave as much authority to the reader as to either
the text or the author, theoretical perspectives, along with classroom practices, changed:
dramatically. The basals that had been so skill-oriented in the 1970s and so comprehen
sion oriented in the 1980s, became decidedly fiterature-based in the late 1980s and early:
1990s. Comprehension gave way to readers’ response to Jiterature. Reader response’
emphasized affect and feeling that can either augment or replace cognitive responses to
the content. To use the terminology of the most influcntial figure in the period, Louise
Rosenblact (1978), the field moved from efferent to aesthetic response to literature. An :
a “transactive model” replaced the “interactive model” of reading championed by the’
cognitive views of the 1980s. According to Rosenblatt, meaning is created in the trans-
action between reader and text. This meaning, which she refers to as the “poem,” is a,
new entity that resides above the reader-text interaction. Meaning is therefore, neithe
subject ror object nor the interaction of the two. Instead it is transaction, something
new and different from any of its inputs and influences.”” )

In the most fully articulated version of this perspective, Smagorinsky (2001) bor
rowed heavily from the reader response theory of Rosenblatt (1978) and the activity:
theories emanating from the Vygotskian tradition {e.g., Wertsch, 1993) to create what!
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he called a cultural model of reading, in which he argued that the meaning in undes-
seancling resides not within the text or within the reader but within that transactional
(borrowing from Louise Rosenblatt) zone it which reader, text, and context meet and
hoecome something more than their sums or products. The fundamental argument in
Smagorinsky’s model is that readers quite literally compose new texts in response to
rexts they read; their recompositions are based upon the evocations (links to prior texts
and experiences) that occur during the act of reading within a context that also shapes
the type and manner of interpretations they make. These evocations hearken back to
both Bakhtin’s notion of intereextuality {for they are, even in a literal sense, connections
to other texts), the cultural practices notions of writers such as Wertsch {1993) and Gee
(1992), and the reading as writing models of the middie 1980s (c.g., Tierney & Pearson,
1983).

Developments in comprebension instruction

A new generation of strategy instruction research  Gathering momentum from land-

mark studies {¢.g., Palincsar & Brown, 1984; Hansen, 1981; or Paris, Cross, & Lip-

son, 1984} carly in the 1980s, strategy instruction expanded rapidly over the next 15
years, so rapidly indeed that it was the frequent object of review throughout the 1990s
and into the early part of the 21st century (e.g., Dole, er al., 1991; Duke & Pearson,
2002; NICHD, 2000; Pearson & Fielding, 1991; Pressley, 2000;:Pressley ct al., 1994;
Rosenshine & Meister, 1994; Rosenshine, Meister, & Chapman,. 1996).2° Two basic

*findings, also present in the earlier tteration of strategy instruction research were these:

(a) when students are taught to apply strategies to text, their comprehension of those
texts improves, and (b) often their comprehension of new texts (transfer tasks) in which

- they are required to apply the strategics, also improves. A major question in strategy

instruction research is whether serategies should be taught as singlerons, one by one,
until many are acquired (this is the logic of the approach taken by Ellen Keane in her
very popular book, Mosaic of Thought (1997) or as a “suite” of strategies from which
a reader select the strategy most appropriate to a problem confronting them, which is

- the underlying logic of two of the most poputar and well-studied approaches to strategy

instruction—ryeciprocal teaching (RT; see Rosenshine & Meister for an extensive review
of studies on RT) and transactional strategies instruction (Pressley et al., 1994).21 Of all

the approaches to strategy instruction that emerged in the 1980s and 1990s, none has
had more direct impact than Reciprocal Teaching, mainly because it has been appropri-

ated and adapted by a number of instructional researchers for a variety of pedagogical

contexts {virtually all subject areas) and ages (from kindergarten through community
college (sec Rosenshine and colleagues, 1994, 1996). The line of work on Transactional

Strgtegnes Instruction is noteworthy for two reasons. First, it was created as a collabo-
ration between university researchers {i.e., Michael Pressley and his colleagues at the

~ University of Maryland) and a host of teachers from Montgomery County Maryland;
-'_fil_ffn(':e it embodied the connection between theories of metacognition and comprehen-
“ston processes and the problems of practice and implementation. Second, it surrounded
; the four strategies of Reciprocal Teaching with a few more cognitive strategics (text
_ .%_?ﬁi-stoi'y structure analysis) and a host of interpretive strategies that were closely allied

“with

literary analysis—character development, figurative language, point of view, per-

Wl S . g . i . . . . 1

._..:?ml connections, thematic analysis, intertextual connections, and a range of literary
e
i

‘tterary patina softened what might otherwise have been construed as a highly cognitive

e¢ments. The inclusion of the interpretive strategies was a brilliant stroke because its

and routinize W : L
AlG routinized approach, and directly appealed to reachers who were adopting litera-

: ':.-'t_f‘f._ﬁ_‘rbasetl reading approaches in the fate 1980s and early 1990s.
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The Achilles heel for strategy instruction, both in this period and even roday, is find
ing a way to make it a part of “daily life” in classrooms. It is one thing to implemeng
strategy instruction for a certain number of mingtes each day for the ten weeks of a ped-
agogical experiment, but it is quite another to sustain a strategy emphasis over an entire :
schoot year (see Hacker & Tenent, 2002). In short, it is easy to teach strategies in shorr
spurts, but it is hard to curricularize them. Should a teacher have students use the fouy .
strategies of RT every day? For every fext segment they read? Or should they encourage
students to “select” the optimal strategy for a particular situation op problem? And if a
teacher encourages such fexible use, how will she make sure students select useful serat-
egles, i.e., strategies that actually solve their problems, Even s0, the consistent pattern
of findings favoring the explicit teaching of strategics over a period of 15 years virenally
guaranteed them a place in the curriculum of the early to mid 1990s.

Literature-based reading  Fyen though selections from both classical and contenipo-
rary children’s literature have abways been a staple of basal selections dating back to
the 19th century (especially after grade 2 when the need for strict vocabulary control .
diminished), literature virtaally exploded into the curriculum in the late 1980s and
carly 1990s. Beyond basals, children’s literature has played an important supplemen- -
tary role in the classrooms of teachers wheo belicved that they muse engage their students
in a strong parallel independent reading program. Often this has taken the form of each
child sclecting books to be read individuaily and later discussed with the teacher in a |
weekly one-on-one conference. And even as far back as the 1960s, therc were a few | :
programs which turned this individualized reading component into the main reading =
program,?? ;
Butin the late 1980s and early 1990s, literature was dramatically repositioned. Sey- -
eral factors converged ro pave the way for a groundswell in the role of literarure in
elementary reading, Surely the resurgence of reader response theory as presented by
Rosenblart was important, as was the compatibility of the reader response theory and &
its emphasis on interpretation with the constructivism that characterized both cognitive
and sociolinguistic perspectives. Research also played a role; in 1985, for example, in
the watershed pablication of the Center for the Study of Reading, Becoming a Nation
of Readers, Richard Anderson and his colleagues documented the importance of “just
plain reading” as a critical component of any and all elementary reading programs,*
But perhaps most influential were the perspectives of practitioners who championed
literature. And no one was more influential than Nancie Atwell, who, with the publica-
tion of her influential book In the Middle (1987), brought many teachers into the world
of literacare in their classrooms. In her account she laid out her story, as a middle school
teacher, of how she invited readers, some of whom were quite reluctant, info a world of
books and reading. The credibility of her experience and the power of her prose were
persuasive in convincing thousands of classroom teachers that they could use existing
literature and “reading workshops” to accomplish anything that a basal program could

accomplish in skill development while gaining remarkable advantages in students’ [iter-
ary experience.,

In terms of policy and curriculum, the most significant event in promoting literature-
based reading was the 1987 California Reading Framework. The tramework cafied
for reading materials which contained much more challenging texts at all levels. More
important, it mandated the use of genuine fiterature, not the dumbed-down adaptations
and excerpts from children’s literature that had been the staple of basal programs for
decades. Publishers responded to the call of California’s framework and produced a
remarkably different product in the late 1980s and early 19905 than had ever appeared
before on the basal market. * Gone were excerpts and adapeations, and with them
almost any traces of vocabulary control. Skills that had been front and center in the
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als of the 1970s and 1980s were relegated to ;1ppcnd'ix~l‘il<_‘e status. (,'()111;)11.:11{:1151()-;}
basa 5‘1-0~ ¢ replaced by more interpretive, impressionistic response to literature
quc_st}?ﬂf’ \\Vl?thiﬂ; ims done in the name of providing childrer with authentic frerarure
aCUVl“T' !t' : ’lCéiVil‘i(l‘% to accompany it. The logic was that if we could provide stedenss
anﬁ a;g'tllcﬁtg;a;nlrc an& real motivations for reading it, much of what is arduous about
i renching anc :arning will take care of itself,
Skll'l K'{‘{«iﬁi;?‘icitﬁgi'115;1‘1111:31& are the most visible instantiations of the literature
hasii(c)iorZading movement, .The 1.md(_3rlyi1’1g logic of Bc)c‘)k T:[F.bs.ls,th,c, n);tdlrl(l)oi;:izﬁ
c:hilr.lrcn in the reading of literature in the same way as aaluv tq (,;uﬁso:g m )‘U'tidﬂ;
veluntary reading circles. Such voluneary structures are like } 1(};21(,1{1 h[t(,l ’]"C,jl';h'crg 1%1{
tion, motivation, appreciation, and undcrstancﬁug)yn the part 0_‘ srii(lc;); ;.]d q;} ) n,(,,.:t;],g
encouraged to establish a set of “culrural practices” {(ways of uztu.?cm i 1};___, at V’; ,lfm g
one arother) in their classrooms o support studen‘ts as they ma{f:t, t‘1§el.; I\ I) o the
world of children’s literature. - These cul_tuml practices offer stu\c ents :()t‘,1tt, ]{;]&]_qu“
funity 0 engage in litemtur; and the skills to ensure that they can negotiate and avs
themselves of that opportunity.

futegrated instruction  Integrared instroction has l.)ccn.__ a [Hll(,{ldl‘:((,[};‘;d b\f,tl:iffﬁ
enacted pare of the thinking about cicmen.tary trealdlllg curticu mz}égd\ }-L““‘, -C.{ti(m i
talk of it during the carly progressive pCi"l()d, but .llntl] thc' lltc,fE y 5,’ ‘mi(f;;ti(m o
the language arts curriculum assumcd a minor role in Amencqn m’ac n}gj)l.];; ; i u;ﬁ.il
basal manuals, for example, integration was portrayed almost as an a't{Lj ; 1() gi, o
the late 1980s; it appeared in the part of the lesson ti}:}t follows the g}llc .u«,im,[ ﬁmg, : n
skills instruction sections, signaling that these are things tha: a teaf,hf:]. u‘m.&.t ,t:;fe(g
time permirs,” Things changed in the iat.c 1980s and c;'u'ly 1990s. 1'4(1)1, (n;(,, tlt}te;;, 1 "
curriculum fit the soctolinguistic emphasis on laugugge mn usc——t.h.e 1(1(?:1\1‘.)1-251.: 7 im?i ?ﬁ’e;
including reading, is best taught and !earnegi_ whcn itis pu to \’\/“{}t:]f? ‘1’11‘t‘ 1e serv m;t{fm::é o
purposes, activities, and learning efforts. ngzalarly, with thf}_lmm"%;'I;U‘m_]:ﬁ 1 ;UC‘; of
writing, especially early writing of the sore discassed by (-uw‘cs‘j fm‘ ‘11:5}(. .(:L;ré;m. :1,”
it was tempting to champion the idea of 111teg1.’:?ted language arts ;115,'?;1@;01,1 ih(},‘}c g,;
reading and writing were both acts of construction (rcmembc:r 'the hui 1{ Lr 1].]{', (zgrem.h; "
fact, the constructivist metaphor is nowher? %ﬂaycd out as V-lVlfH;! f“,i{ -tmfn.?[)a‘rmc}i;é
11 writing, leading many scholars to use writing as a ;;19(161 fo{ t}m 5015 0 ul)n; t,o ive
approach th.ey wanted to promote in readers. The notion was that we needed P
students learn to “read like a writer,”*

Whole language  One mighe plausibly argue that whole lan.guagc l?;.‘ough\t. mgci!]u:r e%'ii of
the constractivist and progressive trends of the post revolution pek.'l()d’r'ﬂ(,()nl;)LL-]L‘HS.[(}E},
literature-based reading, integrated instruction and even process Wf'mng:b‘y. 111(,01.;:0:
rating them into its fundamental set of principles and practices. jl‘\lS ':11?;()‘ ‘mf,. f;) ait;f]ttc[;
that- whole language owed its essential characeer and kq’ p;.'mc.gp[‘es tot lc mm? Illrs‘ that
came from all of the linguistic, psycholinguistic, cognitive, sociolinguistic, .a{n: 1&{_;:}
theoretic research that was played out from the late 1960s t_hrough the carly E' )l)()_s. [3f1t
said, the Whole Language movement has always had a §trat_1zec! and. stmnég_e]: e ;1t)1(?;1f; a;p
with reading comprehension, particularly comprehension instruction. \X.lt 1 t u,' $ 11(?(11152
emphasis on authenticity in of the texts and tasks we ask studsnts to {,ngtgc 1;1 im( e
equally strong disdain for skills instruction (see l’e:n_'son_, 2004, fm.' an ufitt-,n_c ed ana v
sis), comprehension that emerges from rich, authcnm? encounters h'gm\gﬁf 11‘1 q ;1}(:;‘q
ing-making community of readers is preferred to explicit instruction 1_11 5 ‘.1‘ s, steal ngltf.h,
or vocabulary, which have an excessive didactic emphasis that 13\111@0113151‘%01;? w1t 3ﬂ ;
strong child-centered philesophy underlying Whole Language. So, to the ({igl{,t 11
comprehension was emphasized in Whole Language, it was largely through classroom,



24 P. David Pearson

preferably small group, conversations about texts that students read together—with ap
accasional mini-fesson on a particular meaning making (e.g., making predictions) or
repair (e.g., clarifying unknown words through contextual analysis) strategy offered
when the situation called for it. For these very reasons, the pedagogical premises of
literature-based instruction were a very comfortable fit for Whole Language.

This then was the sct of inseructional options available to teachers in the early to
middle 1990s—eclaborate strategy instruction, rich conversations about literature, a
yearning for more integrated instruction, and an umbrella pedagogy in which to embed
it all. No matter how different the approaches were in implementation, there were sev-
eral underlying commonalities——a commirment to reading as the construction of mean-
ing in response to text; a dynamic view of the teacher involving roles as one who moves
from modeling and explicit teaching, to scaffolding and coaching, to facilitating and
participating as students develop greater competence, confidence, and independence;
and a general commitment to student rather than teacher centered practices.

THE CURRENT CONTEXT FOR THIS VOLUME

The stage is nearly set for the unfolding of all the glovious detail in the chapters of
this volume, save for a commentary on the political context in which we have been
foundering for the past decade. For a host of reasons that go beyond the scope of this
intraductory chapter, much of this momentum toward reading as a meaning-making
process was reached in the last few years of the 20th century and the first few years of
the 21st. Suffice if to say that several forces conspired to create a movement that took
us back to the basics—a kind of “first things first” reform movement that created fuel
for its mission by arguing that the lack of attention given to fundamental skills in the
constructivist pedagogies of the previous 20 years was responsible for what has often,
and unfairly, been characterized as the awful performance of students on mmportant
outcome measures.?? And while there has been nothing in these reforms to suggest
that comprehension instruction should be suspended, there is a subtle repositioning. In
the reforms ushered in with the critique of constructivist practices, comprehension has
become the natural consequence of teaching the code well in the early stages of instruc-
tion instead of the primary goal and focus of attention from the very beginuning of a
child’s instructional lives in school. This is a return to the simple view of reading that
formed the basis of pedagogy prior to the paradigm shift of the 1970s: reading compre-
hension is the product of listening comprehension and decoding (see Hoffman, chapter
3, this volume).

But some recent signs point in a more positive direction. First, there is the important
work of the Rand Study Group (Snow, 2002), outlining an agenda for future work on
reading comprehension, including the much neglected topic of assessment (sce Pearson
& Tlamm, 2005; Leslic & Caldwell, chapter 19, this volume). Second, the Carnegie
Report, Reading Next (Biancarosa & Snow, 20086), focuses our attention on older strug-
aling readers, seudents for whom comprehension, especially of content area materials,
is an alarming problem. Third, we have relatively recent movements that hold promise
for moving comprehension into different domains, domains that both challenge and
excite students. The first is the domain of new literacies, including those emanating
from technological advances (see the chapters by Kamil & Chou (chapter 13) and by
Tierney (chapter 12), both in this volume) and those that reside in spaces outside of
schools (Alvermann & Xu, 2003; Moje, 2004; Hull & Schultz, 2002). The second 5
a renewed interest in the role of conversations about text (see Almasi & York, chapter
22, this volume); more important, we seem to have much more inteHectual and meth-
odological muscle available to examine the issues than in previous eras. The third is a
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rejuvenation of content area reading (sce Conley, chapter 25, this volume), particularly
for secondary students. The trends within that field seem particutarly promising inclade
{a) research in which reading and writing are put to work in the service of acquiring
knowledge and skill iy the disciplines {Guthrie et al,, 20045 Cervetti Pearson, Barber,
Hicbert, & Bravo, 2006; Sutherland et al., in press), and {b) research that attempts to
anderstand the discursive and social practices of disciplinary learning in school settings
(Moje et al., 2004),

So, there are signs of both concern and hope in the current professional and policy
context. With any luck, the very existence of this volume will, as the ideas it brings to
field get played out in classrooms, schools, and community contexts, actually alter the
context in ways that will create more space for teachers and students to focus on what
really matters in reading—understanding, insight, and learning—the very things that
are both the cause and consequence of comprehension,

Notes

1. Tt is somewhat ironic that the sort of thinking exhibited in this piece did not become domi-
nant view in the teens and twenties, Unquestionably, Thorndike was the pre-eminent edu-
cational psychologist of his time, Further, his work in the psychology of learning {the law of
effect and the taw of contiguity) became the hasis of the behaviorism that dominated edu-
cational psychology and pedagogy during this period, and hisswork in agsessment led was
highly influential in developing the components of classical measurement theory (reliabilicy
and validity). Somehow chis more cognitively oriented side of his work was less influential,
at least in the perind in which it was written, ' '

2. Sce Smith (1986), American Reading Instruction, 259-262, for an account of the emer-
gence of child-centered reading pedagogy. Foundationaf thinkers for this movement were
Pestalozzi (1898}, Froebel, (1887), and Herbart {1901).

3. Ironijcally, it was the field’s most ambitious effort in readability by Bormuth in 1966 that
provided the closing parenthesis on this 40-year enterprise.

4. The very latest iterations of readability take the form of tools to place students in books
by putting student test scores and rext readability on the same scale. Lexiles (Stenner &
Burdick, 1997; Steaner et al., 1987) are the most common ool in the curfrent educational
marketplace. But the readability architecture underlying Lexile scaling is measuring aver-
age sentence fength and average word length. ' )

5. Smith {1986) documents the growth in size and changes in emphases of these two main-

- stays in each of the chapters detailing 20th century reading instruction.

6. Smith (1986) suggests that by the 1940s, teacher editions had expanded to more than 500

“pages per student book. :

. See Smitl: {1986), pages 208-229; Gates and Humber, 1930.

See Smith (1986}, pages 231-239.

. This absence would prove prophetic some 30 years later when Dolores Durkin (1978) con-

ducted her infamous “where is the comprehension instruction” study.

(R

© 10, The term re-émbrace is used intentionally to capture the fact that intellectual ancestors

from the early part of the 20th century, scholars such as Huey, talked of these constructs
freely i the days before behaviorism took hold in the field. Even the carly Thorndike of
~ the 1917 piece on reading as reasoning was a very different psychologist from the one who

- developed the taws of effect and contiguity.

11 During this period, great homage was paid to intellectual ancestors such as Edmund Burke
ifitléy',, who as early as 1908 recognized the cognitive complexity of reading. Voices such as
Huey’s, unfortunately, were not heard during the period from 1915 to 1965 when behav-
orism dominated psychology and education. '

N X Smagorinsky (2001} uses the phrase “inscribed™ in the text as a way of indicating that the

author of the text has some specific intentions when he or she sct pen to paper, thereby
avoiding the thorny question of whether meaning exists “out there” outside of the minds of
readers. We usc the term here to avoid the very same question,

- Most coherent model is the model that provides the best account of the “facts™ of the text
uncovered ar a given point in time by the reader in relation to the schemara instantiated at
tha_t same point in time. This'is very much akin to Kintsch’s construct of situation model,
_whlch Kintsch defines as the reader’s current best fit between the facts of the text {com-
ing from the text basc) and relevant concepts from prior knowledge. Both Kintsch and

“



26 P David Pearson

the schema theorists viewed this best it as a dynamic phenomenon that gets updared as
new information emerges from the text and triggers (instantiates is the operative word in
schema theory) the activation of relevant schemata from memory.

I4. See Baker and Beall, chapter 17, this volume, for an extended treatment of metacognition,
both its history and current instantiation.

15. The original version of the model actually emerged from many conversations between Pear-
sun and Joe Campione and Ann Brown at the Center for the Study of Reading in the carly
19805, and was heavily influenced by the scaffolding meraphor from Wood, Braner, and
Ross (1976), the dynamic assessinent work of Feuerstein and colleagues (1979), and then
emerging zone of proximal development construct of Vygotsky (1978).

16. See Pearson and Stephens (1992) for an account of the forces that fed to these shifts; see

also McVee, Dunsmore, & Gavalek (2005) for a more analytic treatment of the shortcom- _

ings of schema theory and the rensions between it and more socioculturally grounded con-
ceptions of comprehension.

17.

Research. No reading. lronically, the organization kept its name, creating an emblematic
disconnece berween the name of the organization and the name of the journal.

18. It is most interesting that the ultimate psychometrician, Frederick Davis (e.g., 1944), was
fond of referencing the New Criticism of 1. A. Richards (1929) in his essays and investiga-
tions about comprehension,

19. Rosenblatt credited the idea of transaction to John Dewey, who discussed it in many texts,
including Experience and Education (1938).

20. See Dole, Nokes, and Drits, chapter 16, this volume, for a thorough treatment of the entire
line of strategy instruction research, including work extending into the 215t cenatury,

21. Even though it was conducted well after the end date (roughly 2002) for chis chapter, it
is worth noting that Reutzel and his colleagues (2005) found that one menu approache
of TSI's suite was more effective in promoting understanding of science texts with young
readers,

22. Tt 1s undoubtedly Jeanette Vearch {1959) who served as the most vocal spokesperson for

individualized reading. She published professional textbooks describing how to implement -

the program in one’s class in the middle 1960s.

23. Anderson and his colleagucs (1984) reported several studies documenting the impact of
hook reading on children’s achievement gains.

24. Hoffman and his colleagues (1994} painstakingly documented these sorts of changes in the
early 90s basals.

25. For a complete account of the Book Club movement, sce McMahon and Raphael (1997).

26. Perhaps the most complete current reference on integrated curriculum is a chapter by Gav-

elek and his colleagues in the 2000 Handbook of Reading Research. Tt is also interesting

to note that in chapter 10 of Huey’s 1908 book on reading, two such programs, one at

Columbia and one at the University of Chicago, were described in rich detail, It is Dewey’s

sistence that pedagogy be grounded in the individual and collective experiences of leara-

ers that is typically cited when scholars invoke his name to support integrated carriculum.
27. See Graves (1983) for an explication of his views on writing.

28. STierney and Pearson (1983) carried this meraphor to the extreme, using the reading “like -

awriter” metaphor to emphasize the constructivist nature of reading.
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mance on the National Assessment of Educational Progress. A betrer argument for a crisis

would be our inability to close the remarkably persistent achievement gap between rich and -

poor or majority and minority students. Some would argue {e.p., Pearson, 2004Y that the
N - N E’) 3 3

use of achievement levels in NAEP {basic, proficient, and advanced) with rigid cut scores
is the perfect policy tool for fomenting a crisis because it alfows poticy makers to make |

arguments of the ilk, “Forty percent of America’s fourth graders read below basic!” Such-

accusations fail to admit the obvious—rthat given the current standards and cut SCOTes,
40% of America’s fourth graders have read below basic for the last 30 years. ln short, there -

is littie compelling evidence 1o fix the blame for the achievement of America’s students on
any particalar cuzricular movement or practice.
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